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Introduction

This project was motivated by a concern for the future of agriculture in Utah. American
farmers produce more than is consumed domestically. Nationwide, the harvest of one out of
three acres is exported. 1 Without overseas market demand for farm products, American
agricultural production will falter. A prosperous agricultural sector necessitates involvement
in overseas agricultural markets. This is true in the U.S., as a whole, as well as Utah, in
particular.
There are several aspects of Utah's agricultural exporting that pose problems.
Improvements in exporting agricultural products have been limited to selected products. The
development and marketing of new agriculturally related products has been slow. Information
about government export assistance may not be reaching or benefitting many agricultural
exporters. The status of Utah's exporting program is one of several important concerns to the
continuing prosperity of Utah's agricultural sector.
This report is the result of an investigation into the availability and use of government
export assistance in Utah's agricultural community.

It also examines the usefulness of

government export assistance from the viewpoint of the agricultural firms.

Description of Survey

Assistance for those interested in agricultural exporting is available from state, federal,
and county agencies. However, in order to have an effective impact on Utah exports, details
of the available programs must be known to the agricultural firms. This study investigated
the relationship between agriculturally related firms and government export assistance
agencies.

1

Originally, the study population was chosen from the 1990 Utah Export Directory. 2
The directory publishes the names, addresses, and products of companies in Utah that want
to export. All firms in the directory are seriously interested in exporting.

Some of the

companies already export products while others want to begin.3
A presurvey was developed to compile information on the destination, quantities, and

values of agriculturally related products currently being exported from Utah. The responses
from the presurvey were very detailed. Therefore, it was decided that the format would remain
unchanged for the final survey and that it would be referred to as the destination survey.
Several of the surveyed exporters criticized the effectiveness of government export
assistance programs.4 In response to these comments, the opinion survey was designed to
accompany the destination survey asking the participants to evaluate government exporting
assistance. This report focuses on the results of the opinion survey. (The results of the
destination survey will be published separately.5) A copy of the text of the opinion survey and
the letter that accompanied it is in Appendixes A and B, respectively.
The Export Directory survey population consisted of all firms listed in the directory
whose product was agricultural or agriculturally related. Out of 110 firms that received the
opinion and destination surveys, 6 the response rate was 33%, or 36 responses.
When all the replies were received and tabulated, there was insufficient data to make
a reliable analysis. Also, the surveyed population was not representative of all agricultural
exporters. In an attempt to enlarge the survey population and to get more useable data, the
two surveys were sent to all agriculturally related businesses listed in the Utah Directory of

Business and Manufacturing. 7 Firms were selected for participation on the basis of their
Standard Industrial Classification codes. These SIC codes correspond to the export products
used to select participants from the Utah Export Directory. 8
2

To achieve a uniform but larger data base, replies from the two populations were
combined.

Replies from companies listed in both the Export Directory and the Utah

Directory of Business and Manufacturing were added to the replies from companies listed
only in the Business and Manufacturing Directory. this resulted in enough data from a
homogenous population to perform a reliable analysis of the replies to the opinion survey.
There were 717 firms that were mailed surveys.9 Of these firms, 199 (27%) replied to
the survey; and of these responses, 158 (22%) were complete enough to be used in this analysis.
Figure 1 illustrates the distribution of the 158 responses in relation to each firm's
export sales volume. The data that correspond to Figure 1 are contained in Appendix CTable 8.
The majority of responses were from small exporting fIrms or firms that had no exports.
Only 39 firms exported $10,000 or more in agricultural products annually.
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Figure 1. Frequency distribution of opinion survey by export sales volume.
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Description of Statistical Model

The statistical analyses were performed using a computer program which was designed
for economic statistical analysis. 1o The analytical model chosen was a least-squares singleequation estimation.
The analysis used data from the 158 observations obtained from the opinion survey.
This data was used to estimate a linear relationship between the independent variable and the
dependent variable. The linear relationship was then evaluated to test the significance of the
relationship between the independent and the dependent variable. The t-statistic was used
to measure this significance. The general model used was as follows:
Model:

Yi

=

P 1 + P2 ~

+ £

i

where Yi is the dependent variable. It is a binary variable where Yi

= 1 if the answer to the

question is "yes," Yi = 0 if the answer to the question is "no," and ~ is the independent variable.
This basic model was used for all the statistical analyses done on the survey questions
reported herein; but, for each question analyzed, dependent and independent variables were
different. At the beginning of each analysis report, the dependent and independent variables
will be identified.

Results of the Study

Awareness of Government Export Assistance
Agencies and Programs

The survey investigated the awareness of government export assistance among
agricultural producers. In particular, an attempt was made to ascertain if one agency was
significantly better known than another and if awareness of the agencies was related to export
4

I

sales volume. Participants were asked to indicate whether they knew of export programs
administered by each of the three categories of agencies: federal, state, and other.
The majority of participants did not know of any government agencies assisting
exporters. Of 158 firms, only 28 (18%) knew of existing federal agency help, 30 (20%) were
aware of state agency programs, and 14 (9%) knew of programs from other agencies (Figure 2).
The data corresponding to Figure 2 are in Appendix C-Table 9.
Even among the 39 firms that engaged in overseas exporting, knowledge of state and
federal agencies that have programs designed to assist them was limited. Seventeen (44%) of
these exporting firms knew of the federal agency, sixteen (41%) knew of the state agency, and
seven (18%) knew of other government agencies assisting exporters. Figure 3 graphically
illustrates this distribution. The data corresponding to Figure 3 are in Appendix C-Table 10.
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Statistical Analysis

The relationship between the knowledge of the federal export assistance agency and
export sales value is illustrated in Figure 4. The figure shows that a higher percentage of firms
with large export sales volumes knew about the federal export assistance agency. There were
14% of firms with $101,000 or more in export sales volumes that knew about the federal
assistance agency. Of the firms with $51,000 to $100,000 in export sales, 75% knew about the
federal agency. The relationship between export sales volume and awareness of the federal
export assistance agency was analyzed using regression analysis. The results of the analysis
follow. The corresponding data are in Appendix C-Table 11.
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Dependent Variable: Awareness of Federal Export Assistance Agency
Independent Variable: Export Sales Volume

The 158 responses were used in a regression analysis to see if know ledge of the federal
export assistance agency was dependent on a fIrm's export sales volume. Of these, 28 firms
were aware of the federal agency. The results of the regression analysis were as follows:

f =

(-0.0783379) + 0.1818801x

S.E.

(0.0508217)

(0.0303855)

t-stat

(-1.5414271)

(5.9857559)

The y intercept for the estimation lines was -0.0783379, and the slope of the line was
0.1818801. The t-statistic, 5.9857559, indicated that the relationship between export sales
volume and knowledge of federal agencies assisting exporters was statistically signifIcant. The
7

higher a firm's export sales volume, the more likely the firm would be a ware of federal agencies
providing export assistance. Conversely, the lower the firm's export sales volume, the less
likely it would be aware of exporting assistance offered by federal agencies.

Therefore,

beginning exporters, who would be likely to have a low export sales volume, would be less
aware of the possibility of assistance through federal agencies.
Awareness of the state export assistance agency's programs was also expected to rise
with firms' export sales volume. Figure 5 depicts this relationship. The data underlying
Figure 5 is presented in Appendix C-Table 12. Of the firms with $101,000 or more in export
sales, 64% were aware of the state export assistance agency. Of those firms with $51,000 to
$100,000 in export sales, 25% were aware of the state agency. Of those firms with $11,000 to
$50,000 in export sales, 43% were aware of the state export assistance agency. Of those firms
with $1 to $10,000 in export sales, 15% were aware of the state assistance agency. There were
9% offirms with $0 in export sales that were aware of the state agency. In all, 19% of the 158
firms were aware of the state export assistance agency. The relationship between export sales
volume and awareness of the state export assistance agency was also examined using
regression analysis. The results of the regression analysis follow.
Dependent Variable: Awareness of State Export Assistance Agency
Independent Variable: Export Sales Volume

The regression analysis testing the hypothesis that knowledge of the state agency was
correlated to a firm's export sales volume utilized the 158-observation data base. The analysis
returned the following results:

f =

(-0.0569288) + 0.1756520x

S.E.

(0.0528893)

(0.0316217)

t-stat

(-1.0763755)

(5.5547910)

8
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The y-intercept for this regression line was -0.0569288, and the slope of the line was
0.1756520. The t-statistic was 5.5547910, which is statistically significant for this sample size.
The state agency providing export assistance is better known to those firms with a large export
sales volume than those with a small export sales volume. Again, the analysis indicates that,
based on the difference in export sales volume, established exporters are more likely to be
aware of the state export assistance agency than are novice exporters.
Summary

Proportionately few of the 158 agriculturally related firms surveyed knew of
government agencies assisting exporters. Only 18% knew of the federal agency, 20% knew of
the state agency, and 9% knew of other government agencies. Even among firms that are
9

already involved in exporting overseas, awareness of the agencies was far from universal.
There were 44% of the 158 firms that knew of the federal agency, 41% knew of the state
agency, and 18% knew of other government agencies. Awareness levels of the federal and state
agencies were about the same. Awareness of other government agencies was much lower. This
is to be expected as these agencies are probably more locally focused than the state or federal
agencies.
For this sample data containing 158 observations, awareness of federal and state export
assistance agencies is correlated with the level of export sales. The size of the firms and their
export sales are closely related. Accordingly, although analysis was done with both export
sales volume and number of employees (as a proxy for firm size), only the results for the export
sales volume are included in this report.
significant.

Both correlation parameters were similarly

The skewness in awareness of government assistance toward larger firms

corresponds to the higher rate of use of government assistance by the larger firms.
While not necessarily demonstrated by these data, there is some evidence of a lack of
interest shown by the assistance agencies to smaller firms (often more newly established
exporters). The disproportionate participation of large firms in the governor's export assistance
trips abroad provides one source of empirical evidence. Some of the survey participants also
made this same observation.

Use of Government Assistance Programs

One of the main objectives of this survey was to determine the rate of use of government
export assistance among agricultural firms. Another objective was to ascertain if there was
a significant difference in the rate of use of the different government agencies. This second
objective was not met due to the complications explained below.

10

Since only 9 of the 158 firms (6%) had used the government programs, a comparison

between the use of federal, state, and other agencies was not considered to be statistically
reliable. Also, the activities of the three types of agencies overlap. All agencies can assist an
exporter in the use of federal government programs. All the agencies participate in monthly
exporting seminars designed to introduce potential exporters to the government agencies and
to the process of exporting products abroad. So a comparison between the usage rates of the
three types of agencies was not considered an accurate reflection of the comparative value to
exporters of the three different types of government agencies.
To determine the rate of use of these agencies, a statistical comparison of the use of all
government export assistance programs with the firms' export sales value was done. There
were 6% of the fIrms that used government export assistance.

Figure 6 illustrates the

distribution of use of government assistance by export sales value. Of the nine firms that
received government assistance, seven had used the federal export assistance agency, fIve had
used the state export assistance agency, and one had used another government export
assistance agency (Salt Lake County agency).

Data that corresponded to Figure 6 are

contained in Appendix C-Table 13.

Statistical Analysis
This regression examines the correlation between government assistance and export
sales volume. The export sales volume categories on the survey form were of unequal dollar
volumes (to distinguish between "very small," "small," "medium," "large," and "very large"
export sales). The unequal sizes of the categories created a nonlinear bias in the regression
analysis when the actual dollar fIgure of the midvalue of the export sales categories was used.

11
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Figure 6. "Have you used any government programs to assist you in
exporting overseas?"

To compensate for this nonlinear distortion, the midvalue of the categories was transformed
using consecutive integers. One corresponded to the $0 to $10.5 thousand category; two to the
$10.5 thousand to $50.5 thousand category; three to the $50.5 thousand to $100.5 thousand
category; four to the $100.5 to $200.5 thousand category; and five to the $200.5 thousand and
over category.

Dependent Variable: Use of Government Assistance
Independent Variable: Export Sales Volume

This analysis was done on the data set containing responses from 158 firms. Of these
firms, only 39 exported a product overseas, and only 9 of the firms used government export
assistance programs. The results of the analysis were as follows:

12

f =
S.E.

t-stat

(-0.0548852) + 0.0796030x
(0.0325030)

(0.0194331)

(-1.6886164)

(4.0962627).

The regression results showed the y axis intercept was equal to -0.0548852, and the
slope of the least-squares regression line as 0.0796030. The t-statistic, 4.0962627, indicated
that with this sample of 158 agricultural exporters, 9 of whom used government assistance, the
correlation between export sales value and government export assistance was statistically
significant. The data revealed that the use of government export assistance was related to the
size of the firm's export sales volume. The larger a firm's export sales volume, the greater the
chance that the firm did make use of government export assistance programs.

Summary

The most outstanding feature of this portion of the study was the low number of firms
that made use of government assistance. Only 6% of the 158 firms used export assistance
services provided by government agencies. This was obviously linked to the low number of
firms that were aware of the agencies.
Export sales volume was a statistically significant factor in determining the use of
government assistance. There are probably two underlying reasons for this correlation. One
is the limited interest shown by the government agencies in those firms with small export sales

volumes. Opinions to this effect were offered on several of the returned survey forms. 11
A second possible reason for this pattern of use of the assistance programs is the time
and personnel commitments that are needed to work with an agency outside the firm. Smaller
firms may not have the additional personnel needed to communicate and coordinate with the
government agencies in order to benefit from the agencies' programs. Alternatively, smaller

13

firms may decide that use of their scarce resources to obtain government assistance is not the

most marginally beneficial use of these resources. This means novice exporters who are just
starting out and have lower export sales values may make less use of this type of government
assistance than those exporters who are already established in the export market.

Rating of Government Export Assistance Programs
The 158 agricultural firms comprising the survey population were asked to evaluate the
usefulness of government export assistance agencies. This query was interpreted two different
ways by the survey firms. If firms have had very little or no contact with the agencies, their
answers reflected the anticipated usefulness of export assistance available from government
agencies. If firms had actual experience with the agencies, their answers reflected the quality
of their experience. All 158 firms participated in rating the agencies.
Because this question asked participants to rate the agencies on a scale of one to five
(six was added to indicate no opinion), it did not lend itself to single variable linear regression
analysis. Therefore, the distribution tables were constructed to check the rating of the
government export assistance offered by the different agencies. The rating system was as
follows: 1 =valuable, 2 =fairly valuable, 3 =okay, 4 =not very useful, and 5 =useless, 6 =no
opinion.

Ratings of All Agencies by All Firms
Table 1 contains the ratings assigned to each agency by all the responding firms. This
table does not distinguish between firms that were unaware of the agencies, firms that were
a ware of the agencies but had not made specific use of their programs, and firms that had
actually used the agencies' programs. The rating categories are listed in the first column of the

14

Table 1. All Firms' Ratings of Government Export Assistance Programs
Category of Agency
Ratings
1 =valuable
2 =fairly valuable
3 =okay
4 =not very useful
5 =useless
6 =no opinion
Column total

table.

Federal
Agency

State
Agency

Other
Agencies

29
15
14
6
12
82
158

23
18
16
5
12
84
158

17
9
15
2
7
108
158

To the right of this column are the columns containing the number of responses

corresponding to each agency. The category of agency is listed across the top of the table.
For the federal agency, 52% of the firms offered "no opinion." About 37% of the fIrms
gave the federal program a positive rating (a rating of "valuable," "fairly valuable," or "okay").
Approximately 11% gave the federal program a negative rating (a rating of "not very useful"
or "useless").
State programs were not rated by 53% of the firms. There were 36% of the firms that
ranked state programs in the positive range, while about 11% ranked them in the negative
range.
Of the 158 firms, 68% offered "no opinion" on the value of export assistance programs
offered by other government agencies. This was a natural result of the fact that the "other
agencies" probably referred only to the Salt Lake County Development OffIce, which has a
more local focus than either the state or federal agency. Of the 158 firms, 26% rated the other
agencies' programs in the positive range, while only 6% of the firms gave these programs a
rating in the negative range.

15

The data revealed that there was not a significant difference in the rating between the
federal and state agencies. The other agencies' rating showed the same pattern of rating as
the federal and state agencies although they were rated by considerably fewer firms. A
noticeable proportion of the responses were negative. However, among those who rated the
agencies, there was a more positive than negative perception exhibited.

Ratings of All Agencies by Firms Unaware of
the Agencies
Table 2 reveals the expectations that sampled agricultural firms have of government
export assistance programs. The firms represented in this table were unacquainted with the
various agencies. Therefore, their ratings of the agencies represent the firms' opinions of the
anticipated usefulness of the agencies.
The majority of the firms again offered "no opinion." Expectations of federal and state
programs were about the same. The federal agency programs were expected to be in the
positive range by 29% of the firms that were not aware of the federal agency. Federal agency

Table 2. Comparison of Ratings of Agencies by Firms that were not Aware of
the Agencies
Category of Agency
Ratings
1 =valuable
2 =fairly valuable
3 =okay
4 =not very useful
5 =useless
6 =no opinion
Column total

Federal
Agency

State
Agency

Other
Agencies

18
9
10
2
12
78
129

16
9
12
3
10
77
127

10
8
12
2
7
104
143

16

programs were expected to be in the negative range by 11% of the fIrms that were not aware
of the federal agency. State agency programs were expected to be in the valuable range by 29%
of the fIrms that were not aware of the state agency. Ten percent of the fIrms that were not
aware of the state agency expected their programs to be in the negative range. Expectations
for other agencies were a little lower than for the federal and state agency programs. Of the
firms not aware of other agencies, 21% expected their programs to be "useful" to "okay," and
6% of the fIrms expected other agency programs to be "not very useful" or "useless."

Ratings of All Agencies by Firms Acquainted
with the Agencies
Table 3 shows the ratings assigned to the various agencies by fIrms that were aware of
the agencies but had not made specifIc use of their programs. These fIrms rated the agencies
according to how useful they thought the agencies could be to them. As shown in Table 3,
among the fIrms that were aware of the agencies, expectations of government assistance
programs rose for all the agencies.

Table 3. Comparison of Agency Ratings by Firms that were Aware of the
Agencies
Category of Agency
Ratings
1 =valuable
2 =fairly valuable
3 =okay
4 =not very useful
5 =useless
6 =no opinion
Column total

Federal
Agency

State
Agency

Other
Agencies

11
6
4
4
0

7

7

9
4
2
2

1
3
0
0

--.i

-1

--.i

29

31

15

17

Positive expectations (ratings of "valuable," "fairly valuable," or "okay") were about the
same for federal, state, and other agencies among firms that were aware of the individual
agencies. Federal, state, and other agencies received 72%, 65%, and 73% positive expectations
ratings, respectively. Negative expectations (ratings in the "not very useful" or "useless"
categories) were about the same for federal and state agencies, 14% and 13%, respectively.
There were no negative expectations for programs provided by other agencies among firms that
were aware of them.

Ratings of All Agencies by Firms that Used the
Agencies' Programs
Table 4 shows that ratings of government agency programs by fIrms that had actually
used the export assistance programs. These ratings were lower than the expectations of fIrms
aware of the agencies but higher than the expectations of firms unaware of the agencies.
Other agencies received the highest percentage of positive ratings, 100%. this highly
positive response to the other agencies program has to be regarded with a little caution because

Table 4. Comparison of Program Ratings by Firms that Used the Agencies
Category of Agency
Ratings
1 =valuable
2 =fairly valuable
3 =okay
4 =not very useful
5 =useless
6 =no opinion
Column total

Federal
Agency

State
Agency

Other
Agencies

2
0
2
3
0

0
2
1
1
1

0
1
0
0
0

--<l

--<l

--<l

7

5

1
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there was only one firm that used the other government agency. Positive ratings for federal
and state agencies were about the same percentage, 57% and 60%, respectively.

Other

agencies received no negative ratings from the :firm that used them. Federal and state agencies
received 43% and 40% negative ratings. The percentage of negative ratings for the federal and
state agencies were about the same.
Ratings of the Federal Agency by All Firms
Table 5 shows the ratings given to federal export assistance programs divided according
to firms' awareness of the federal agency. This table was constructed to highlight how firms'
ratings varied with their level of awareness of the federal agency.
Among firms with no awareness of the federal export assistance agency, both positive
and negative expectations were low. Of the 158 firms, 29% had positive expectations and 11%
had negative expectations of the federal export assistance programs. Firms that were aware
of the federal agency have much higher expectations of the federal agency programs. There
Table 5. Comparison of Ratings Assigned to Federal Agency Programs

Category of Firm
Ratings
1 =valuable
2 =fairly valuable
3 =okay
4 =not very useful
5 =useless
6 =no opinion
Column total

Used
Federal
Agency

2
0
2
3
0
~

7

19

Aware of
Federal
Agency

11
6
4
4
0
--1
29

Not Aware
of Federal
Agency

18
9
10
2
12
78
129

were 72% of the :firms that had positive expectations of the federal programs and only 14% had
negative expectations. Actual use of the agencies' programs lowered the percentage of positive
ratings and raised the percentage of negative ratings. Positive ratings fell to 57% with use of
the programs. Negative ratings rose substantially to 43% with use of the programs.
Ratings of the State Agency by All Firms

The ratings of state export assistance programs, divided according to the firms'
awareness of the state agency, are shown in Table 6. The table shows the pattern of positive
and negative ratings for the state agency programs between firms unaware of the agency, firms
aware of the agency, and firms that have used state agency programs. The pattern of ratings
was very like the pattern of ratings received by the federal agency.
Negative ratings rose a little with awareness of the state agency from 10% to 13%, and
then rose substantially with use of the agency's programs to 40%.

Positive ratings rose

substantially with awareness of the state agency from 29% to 65%. Unlike positive ratings for
Table 6. Comparison of Ratings Assigned to State Agency Programs

Category of Firm
Ratings
1 =valuable
2 =fairly valuable
3 =okay
4 =not very useful
5 =useless
6 =no opinion
Column total

Used
State
Agency

Aware of
State
Agency

0
2
1
1
1

17
9

-.J2

-.:l

5

31

20

4

2
2

Not Aware
of State
Agency

16
9
12
3
10
77
127

the federal agency, positive ratings for the state agency fell very little with use of state agency
programs. Positive ratings remained high, 60%, with use of state agency programs.

Ratings of Other Agencies by All Firms

Table 7 shows that positive ratings for other government export assistance agencies rose
with the awareness of the agencies and then again with use of the other agencies. There were
21 % of firms that were not aware of other agencies that had positive expectations of the
agencies' programs. With awareness of other agencies, positive expectations rose to 73%. The
percentage of positive ratings rose again to 100% with use of other agency programs.
Contrary to the pattern of negative ratings for federal and state agencies, the
percentage of negative ratings fell (instead of rising) from 6% to 0% with awareness of the
other agencies. Among firms that used other agencies' programs, there were no negative
ratings. The positive response to other agencies' programs had to be intrepreted with a little
caution because only one firm used export assistance programs offered by other government
agencies.

Table 7. Comparison of Ratings Assigned to Other Agencies

Category of Firm
Ratings
1 =valuable
2 =fairly valuable
3 =okay
4 =not very useful
5 =useless
6 =no opinion
Column total

Used
Other
Agencies

Aware of
Other
Agencies

Not Aware
of Other
Agencies

7

10
8
12
2

0
1
0
0
0

1
3
0
0

--.U

--.4

1

15

21

7

104
143

Summary

The most noticeable feature of these results was that the majority of responses were in
the "no opinion" category. This supported the conclusion in the awareness section of this report
that the majority of agriculturally related exporters were unfamiliar with the export assistance
programs offered by government agencies in Utah.
The programs offered by all agencies were more useful than expected by most
agricultural firms. This conclusion was inferred from the rise in the percentage of positive
ratings between the group of firms that were unfamiliar with the agencies and the group of
firms that used the agencies. The government has been of more help to exporters than
agricultural firms, in general, believed they would be. This highlights the need for increased
promotion of agencies and their programs among Utah's potential agricultural exporters.
Obviously, these agencies can effectively assist these agricultural firms in their export efforts,
yet many of these firms were not aware of the agencies' existence, let alone their export
assistance programs.
The rise in the percentage of negative ratings for the federal and state agencies between
the group of firms that were unfamiliar with the agencies and the group of firms that used the
agencies could be the result of lack of communication between agricultural firms and
government assistance agencies. Specifically, agencies may be unaware of the ways in which
exporting firms would like assistance from the government. It is interesting to note in this
context that the percentage of negative ratings given to other agencies did not rise, rather, the
percentage of negative ratings for other agencies fell to zero with use of the program. This may
be because the nature of other government agencies' programs may be quite different from the
programs offered by federal and state agencies. Perhaps these agencies are oriented more
toward asistance in the form of service than in the form of financial aid or information about
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regulations. There may be more flexibility in the smaller programs as well as more time to
spend listening to the needs expressed by potential exporters. Also, of course, expectations of
a small local government agency may not be as great as the expectations of larger federal and
state agencies, which presumably have more resources at their disposal.
There was no significant difference in the ratings given to agencies with respect to size
of firms or their export volume.
Distance Analysis

Government agencies that offer assistance to exporters are all located in Salt Lake City.
In an effort to determine whether or not the concentration of these agencies in Salt Lake
affected the use of government assistance or knowledge of their programs, a regression analysis
was performed on the 158-observation data base using distance as the dependent variable.
Distances from Salt Lake City were either stated on, or were calculated from, the Official

Highway Map of the Utah Transportation Commission. 12 One set of regressions analyzed the
correlation between knowledge of agency programs and distance from Salt Lake City. The
other regression analysis checked for correlation between the use of government assistance and
distance from Salt Lake City.

Statistical Analysis

Figure 7 is a graph of the 158 firms used in this analysis and their distance from Salt
Lake City. The firms are grouped according to their distance from Salt Lake. Above each
distance group are two bars. The left bar represents all the firms included in a particular
distance category from the city. The other bar represents the number of firms within that
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Figure 7. Distances of firms from Salt Lake City.
distance group that have used government export assistance. Almost all the firms that have
used government assistance (9 firms) are within 100 miles of Salt Lake City. However, the
percentage of those firms who used government assistance compared with the percentage of
firms within a certain radius of Salt Lake was not high enough to lead to a conclusion of
correlation between distance from Salt Lake City and use of government export assistance
programs. This lack of correlation was confirmed by performing the linear regressions which
follow.

Dependent Variable: Know ledge of Federal Export Assistance Agency
Independent Variable: Distance from Salt Lake City
The regression, using the 158-observation data base, tested the hypothesis that
knowledge of the federal export assistance agency was correlated with a firm's distance from
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Salt Lake City. There were 29 of these firms that were aware of the federal agency. The
analysis returned the following results:

f =

(0.1681464) + 0.0001995x

S.E.

(0.0374910)

(0.0004778)

(4.4849788)

(0.4174508).

t-stat

The y-intercept for the regression line was 0.1681464, and the slope of the line was
0.0001995.

This relationship was not statistically significant because the value of the

t-statistic for the second coefficient, 0.4174508, was too low. This means that the distance of
a firm from Salt Lake City was not a significant factor in influcencing whether they had
knowledge of the federal agency assisting exporters.

Dependent Variable: Know ledge of State Export Assistance Agency
Independent Variable: Distance from Salt Lake City
The analysis of the relationship between knowledge of state agency programs and
distance from Salt Lake City again used the responses from the 158 firms as the data base.
Of these 158 firms, 31 were aware of the state agency. The regression returned the following
results:

f

=

(0.1946616) + (-0.0001053)x

S.E.

(0.0385230)

(0.0004909)

t-stat

(5.0531229)

(-0.2145054)

The y-intercept for the regression line was 0.1946616, and the slope of the line was
-0.0001053.

The relationship between the distance of a firm from Salt Lake City and

awareness of the state agency offering export assistance was not statistically significant
because of the low value of the t-statistic, 0.3520720.
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Dependent Variable: Know ledge of Federal or State Export Assistance Agency
Independent Variable: Distance from Salt Lake City
The 158-firms data base was used to analyze the relationship between knowledge of the
combination of federal and state agencies with assistance programs and the firm's distance
from Salt Lake City. Of these 158 firms, 20 knew of either the federal or the state export
assistance agency. The regression returned the following results:

f =

(0.2352852) + (0.0001148)x

S.E.

(0.0419795)

(0.0005350)

T-stat

(5.6047651)

(0.2146387)

The y-intercept for this regression line was 0.2352852, and the slope of the line was
0.0001148.

This relationship was not statistically significant because the value of the

t-statistic, 0.2146387, was too low.
Dependent Variable: Use of Federal or State Export Assistance
Independent Variable: Distance from Salt Lake City
The analysis, using the 158-firm data base, checked for correlation between the use of
government assistance and distance from Salt Lake City. Nine of these firms used government
export assistance programs. The regression returned the following results:

f=

(0.0703461) +

S.E.

(0.0226932)

(0.0002892)

t-stat

(3.0998728)

(-0.0178310)

(-0.0002944)x

The y-intercept for this regression line was 0.0703461, and the slope of the line was
-0.0002944. The negative slope implied the relationship between government assistance and
distance from the city was inverse. The farther away a firm was from Salt Lake, the less likely
the firm was to receive assistance. However, this inverse relationship was not statistically
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significant because of the low absolute value of the t-statistic, -1.0178310.

The lack of

significant correlation between distance and use of government assistance indicated that use
of government assistance was not influenced by a firm's location in relationship to Salt Lake
City.

Summary

Geographic distance from the agencies was not significantly related to the knowledge
or use of government assistance provided by these agencies because of the excellence of
communication and transportation systems in Utah. The quality of these systems meant there
was equal access to information and help because the cost of obtaining information was not
significantly related to distance from the agencies providing the help.

Multiplier Effects of Utah Agricultural Exports

This analysis attempted to quantify the effect of agricultural exports on the total
economy of Utah using the export sales volume figures gathered with the opinion survey and
Utah multiplier statistics from research conducted by Don Snyder and John Keith (ph.D.s,
Utah State University). This analysis was based on the export sales volumes of the 39
exporters from the opinion survey.

The multipliers used were type three gross output

multipliers. Type three multipliers allowed for the multiplying effect of dollars spent by
households within Utah while also acknowledging the leakage from the local economy through
the portion of household income that was spent outside Utah.

These multipliers were

constructed from empirical research identifying the proportion of household income spent
locally and the proportion of household income spent outside Utah.
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On the opinion survey form each exporter indicated an export sales volume category
corresponding to its export sales for 1990. The midvalue of this category was multiplied with
the multiplier appropriate to the firm's export product to get a measure of the total impact on
Utah's economy of the firm's export sales. To determine the total economic impact on Utah,
these total income figures were added together. The result was a total gross output impact of
$4,539,995.50, coming from approximately $2,640,000.00 in agricultural export sales.
Summary

Initial export sales of $2,640,000.00 were multiplied about 1.7 times within Utah's
economy to yield a final gross output effect of $4,539,995.50. This was a fairly high gross
output multiplier.
Regression Analysis of Agricultural Exports

The philosophy behind government assistance of exporters was that an increase in
exports was associated with an increase in the economic activity of the domestic economy. This
bivariate analysis was done to provide an evaluation of this association. This analysis looked
at the increase in a firm's employment that would accompany an increase in the overseas sales
of one of these firms.
Statistical Analysis
This regression was done on actual data values instead of transformed variables. There

were 158 observations used in the regression. The following model was used:

where Yi was the actual midvalue of the dependent variable, and
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~

was the actual midvalue

of the independent variable.

Appendix C-Table

contains the data used to run the

regression analysis.

Dependent Variable: Number of Employees
Independent Variable: Export Sales Value
This regression analysis examined the association between an increase in export sales
value and the number of people these agriculturally related fIrms employed. The variables
used were in the form of actual data values. The results of the regression were as follows:

! =

(80.114592) +

(0.0017372).t

S.E.

(20.260766)

(0.0004240)

t-stat

(3.9541739)

+f

(4.0973685)

The slope coefficient's t-statistic (4.0973685) was signillcant because its value was quite
high. Therefore, the export sales value did have a signillcant relationship to the number of
people an agriculturally related fum employed. For these agriculturally related fIrms, an
increase in export sales value was accompanied by a signillcant increase in employment.

Summary
Development theory devotes much attention to the role of exports as a catalyst to
development. ;This study supports the concept of exports as an important development factor
within Utah's agricultural sector. In this study, an increase in agricultural export sales was
associated with an increase in domestic agricultural production, which, together with export
production, provided employment for a signillcant number of additional people.

This

employment increase assumed a fIXed ratio between export production and domestic
production.
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Summary

Utah's agriculture is dependent on exporting. Therefore, the status of the state's
agricultural exporting program is an important concern. However, there has not been much
quantitative or qualitative study of this program. This report focuses on the awareness,
availability, and use of the government assistance part of the exporting program in relation
to the agricultural firms of Utah.
The purpose of the survey was to examine opinions held about government agencies'
export assistance programs among Utah's agricultural firms. The survey was also used to
determine the rate of use and level of awareness of the government assistance agencies in the
agricultural community. The survey also examined how useful the programs were to those who
used them and how useful firms thought it would be to have government agencies assisting
exporters in the agricultural sector.
The awareness of government export assistance agencies and programs was low
overall. Awareness of federal and state agencies was about the same. The level of awareness
of government assistance agencies rose as the size of the firm increased.
The rate of use of government assistance programs was very low. Only 6% of the
surveyed population used the assistance programs. The rate of use of the programs was
significantly correlated with size of the firm. As size increases, so does use of assistance
programs. The rate of use was probably substantially influenced by a low rate of awareness
of programs as well as the size of the firm.
More than 50% of surveyed firms declined to rate agencies' programs.

This low

response supported the conclusion of the awareness section that the majority of agriculturally
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related exporters were unfamiliar with the export assistance programs offered by government
agencies in Utah.
From the ratings that were assigned by surveyed firms, it was found that the programs
offered by all agencies were more useful than expected by most of the firms. The government
has been of more help t o exporters than agricultural firms believed they would be.
Government agencies can effectively assist agricultural firms in their export efforts, yet many
of these firms were not aware of agencies' existence, let alone their export assistance programs.
There was no significant difference in the ratings given to the agencies with respect to
size of firms or their export volume.
Awareness, or use, of government assistance was not correlated with the distance of
firms from Salt Lake City, where federal and state assistance offices were located. The quality
of communication and transportation systems was such that the cost of obtaining information
and assistance was not significantly related to distance from agencies providing the help.
The multiplier effect of $2,640,000.00 in agricultural export sales generated a total
gross output impact of $4,539,995.50 within the Utah economy.
The multiplier analysis supported the theory that an increase in exports was associated
with an increase in the economic activity of the domestic economy. In addition, development
theory devotes much attention to the role of exports as a catalyst to development. The study
supported the concept of exports as a development factor within Utah's agricultural sector. In
the study, an increase in agricultural export sales was associated with an increase in domestic
agricultural production, which, together with export production, provided employment for
additional people. Although this employment increase assumed a fixed ratio between export
production and domestic production, it reflected a logical direction of employment increase
from exports.
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Recommendations

This study highlights the need for increased promotion of government export assistance
agencies and their programs among Utah's agricultural firms.
There is also probably a lack of communication in the other direction, from agricultural
firms to the assistance agencies. The agencies may be unaware of specific ways in which
exporting firms would like assistance from the government.

USA Trade World Utah, published by U.S. Department of Commerce in cooperation
with the International Business Development Office of the State of Utah Economic
Development Division, is a good source of information on the current assistance opportunities
offered to potential exporters by the export assistance agencies in the state. The bulletin is
published monthly and is an excellent resource for exporters, especially beginning exporters.
The use of government export assistance is skewed towards larger firms and towards

firms with larger export sales volumes. The knowledge of this assistance is also skewed in this
same direction. The comments from the survey support the idea of a perceived disinterest on
the part of government agencies towards smaller agriculturally related firms. The lack of use
of government programs among firms with smaller export sales values is probably related to
the lack of awareness of government assistance programs among agricultural producers.
Increased promotion of assistance agencies and their programs among Utah's agricultural
firms would help alleviate this problem.
The cost of some assistance programs may be too high for participation of smaller firms,
i.e., trade fairs and trips abroad. Two important questions to investigate are:
1.

Are programs only useful to larger firms with larger production capacity and a larger
resource base, including both financial and personnel resources?
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2.

Is there an intended bias in the exporting program of the state or is the bias an
unintentional result of differing levels of internal resources available to the different
sizes of firms?

If the answers to these questions are positive, the next question is: Does the state of Utah
want this bias to exist? This is an efficiency versus equality argument. Does the state want
to follow a policy of equal assistance regardless of potential export sales or a policy of pursuing
the largest return on the assistance dollar by assisting only those firms with large potential
export sales.
An encouraging aspect of this study was the analysis that showed the positive economic
development impact of agriculturally related exporting. Economic development is currently
a high profile issue throughout Utah. The potential employment increase, brought about by
an increase in export sales of agriculturally related firms, is of great importance to
development planners on both state and local levels in Utah.
Public assistance to potential agricultural exporters is an important development tool.
Agriculturally related firms are an important source of economic development for all of Utah.
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Endnotes
1.

1991 Gatt Uruguay Round Highlights, USDA Office of Public Affairs, No.1, March
15, 1991.

2.

Utah Export Directory, International Business Development Office, Division of
Business and Economic Development, State of Utah (Salt Lake City, Utah, March
1990).

3.

"The companies listed are those which responded voluntarily to a questionnaire made
available throughout Utah, and which currently export or have expressed interest in
receiving trade inquiries" (Utah Export Directory, March 1990).

4.

Samples of comments from exporters: "Government should stay out of the way, they
do more harm than good." "The Department of Agriculture was no help . The state of
Utah was no help. The U.S. Department of Commerce was no help. They do not give
proactive help . No good this way." These comments were reconstructed from notes.)

5.

The data from the destination survey has not been analyzed yet. It may not be precise
enough to make a quantitative comparison of prices received overseas and prices
received on the domestic market. However, this question has yet to be fully explored.
The destination survey has provided the commodities that will be used in a comparative
advantage analysis of Utah's agricultural exports.

6.

Four surveys were sent out but they were returned by the postal service as
undeliverable because of insufficient address or expired forwarding order.

7.

Utah Directory of Business and Industry, 1988-89, prepared for Utah Division of
Business and Economic Development, Salt Lake City, Utah, by Utah Department of
Employment Security, Salt Lake City, Utah.

8.

List of SIC codes for second population:
1474, 1475, 2011, 2013, 2015, 2023, 2024, 2026, 2032, 2033, 2035,
2038, 2041, 2045, 2047, 2048, 2051, 205 2063, 2064, 2077, 2082,
2086, 2096, 2097, 2099, 2411, 2421, 431, 243 , 434, 2439, 2493,
2499, 2511, 2521, 2541, 2642, 2653, 2655, 2657, 2672, 2674, 2675,
2676, 2677, 2679, 2819, 2833, 2834, 2836, 2869, 2873, 2874, 2875,
2879, 2899, 3079, 3111, 3143, 3161, 3199, 3272, 3295, 3429, 3523,
3556, 3565, 3589, 3823, 5031, 5083, 5141, 5143, 5144, 5145, 5146,
5147, 5148, 5149, 5153, 5154, 5181, 5191, 5211, 5261, 5411, 5431,
5441, 5451, 5461, 5499
If the specific company name was recognized as being a retail grocery store or
restaurant, it was dropped from the list. However, if a district office for a restaurant
or grocery chain was listed, the surveys were sent to the district office.

9.

An additional 87 surveys were sent to firms listed in the directory but returned by the
postal service as undeliverable.
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10.

David M. Lilien, Micro TSP, version 6.5 (Irvine, California: Quantitative Micro
Software).

11.

Some comments written on the bottom of the survey that support this view: "We have
never found an agency that is interested in us small potatoes." "Like other government
programs--help is available to those with assets and not to those without. Utah State
'help' was a waste of time and money."

12.

Official Highway Map of the State of Utah, Utah Transportation Commission, Utah
Department of Transportation, 1988.
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Appendix A: Letter to Participants of Survey

June 14, 1991

company namemailing addresscity state zipDear Ladies and Gentlemen;
Utah State University is investigating agricultural exporting from the state of Utah.
The goal of our project is to identify methods to increase Utah's agricultural exporting. As
part of this investigation we are considering the usefulness of current government export
programs.
Your assistance, as a current or potential exporter, in evaluating these programs will
assist us in developing an export strategy to present to the state legislature. Please take a
minute to fill out the enclosed return postage-paid postcard. The survey is very brief and
should only take a couple of minutes to fill out. Your answers will be kept strictly confidential
and you will receive a report on our results of our analysis.
The time and thought you take to help us in our research is greatly appreciated. Your
efforts serve Utah's agricultural sector by supporting research which will help our state become
more involved in the world market. If you have any further questions or comments regarding
the project, please leave a message with the Economics Department, and I will return your call.
Thank you for your participation. If you have any questions, please call (801) 750-2316.
Sincerely,

DeeVon Bailey
Associate Professor
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Appendix B: Overseas Export Assistance Survey
Please circle the appropriate response and drop in the mail.
Have you used any government programs (State or Federal) to assist you in exporting overseas?
YES
NO

This question was asked to determine the rate of use of government export assistance
programs.
If used, what category of agency did you work with to receive the government assistance?
FEDERAL

STATE

OTHER

The answers to this question reveal any significant differences between the rate of use of the
agencies.
In general, how valuable do you think export assistance is to businesses who wish to export? (circle the appropriate number)
FEDERAL
12345
(valuable) (useless)
o (no opinion)

STATE
12345
(valuable) (useless)
0 (no opinion)

OTHER

1 2 3 4 5
(valuable) (useless)
0 (no opinion)

Among firms that had made use of government assistance, this question rated the effectiveness
of the program being used. For those firms who have not used government export assistance,
this question rated the desirability of government assistance.
Do you know of any agencies that have programs t o assist businesses wishing to export?
FEDERAL
YES NO

STATE
YES NO

OTHER
YES NO

This question evaluates the level of knowledge about government export assistance and biases
in that knowledge among the agricultural community in Utah.
What volume category do the gross receipts from the 1990 Overseas Export portion of your business fall under?
$0 - $10,000

$11,000 - $50,000

$51,000 - $100,000

$101,000 - or more

The answers to this question were used to correlate the amount of export activity a firm
engages in with the answers to the previous four questions.
Approximately how many people did you employ in December 1990?

p - 20

21 - 100

101 - 500

501 - 1000

1001 or more

This question revealed the general size of the firm and the answers were used to correlate the

size of the firms with the answers to the first four questions on the survey.
Is there anything else about government assistance in exporting you would like to share?

The purpose of this last question was to solicit comments in their own words from the firms on
government export assistance.
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Appendix C: Tables on Responses from the Survey
Table 8. Frequency Distribution of Responses by Export Sales Volume

Number of Firms

Export Sales Value
($ in thousands)

o

79
47

10.5
50.5
100.5

.001
10.5
50.5
100.5

14
4

14

more

Total

158

Table 9. Frequency Distribution of Government Assistance by Export Sales
Volume

Export Sales Value
($ in thousands)

o
.001
10.5
50.5
100.5

10.5
50.5
100.5

more

Yes

No

o

79

2

45

3
1

11
3
--.ll
149

Q
9

Total

39

Table 10. Awareness of Government Export Assistance Programs-All Firms
Agency

Yes

No

Total

Federal
State
Other 14

28
30
144

130
128
158

158
158

Table 11. Awareness of Government Export Assistance Programs-Exporting
Firms Only
Agency

Yes

No

Total

Federal
State
Other 7

17
16
32

220
23
39

39
39

Table 12. Frequency Distribution of Awareness of Federal Export Assistance
-All Firms

Export Sales Value
($ in thousands)

0
5,000
25,000
75,000
150,000
Total

40

Yes

No

7
8
8
3

72
39
6
1

-..2.

~

28

130

Table 13. Frequency Distribution of Awareness of State Export Assistance
Programs-All Firms

Export Sales Value
($ in thousands)

Yes

No

o

7

72

5,000
25,000
75,000
150,000
Total

7
6

40

1

41

8
3

~

~

30

128

